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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Lim (US 
Patent 5,748,674) (cited by applicant) in view of Kim et al. (US Patent 6,807,229) in 
further view of Tsujimoto (US Patent 5,345,476). 

(1) With regard to claim 1, Lim discloses in (Fig. 6) first (50) and second (60) 
feedback equalizer signals for controlling a decision feedback equalizer, wherein the 
first feedback equalizer signal is supplied as output from a first feedback loop (50, 70, 
20, 30) and is delayed by an implementation delay (50b) wherein said first and second 
feedback loops process decisions from a decision device (30) common to both of said 
first and second loops (abstract, col. 5, lines 30-36, 51, 58). 

However Lim does not disclose wherein the second feedback equalizer signal is 
supplied as output from a second feedback loop and is free of the implementation delay. 

However Kim et al. discloses wherein the second feedback equalizer signal is 
supplied as output from a second feedback loop and is free of the implementation delay 
(col. 3, lines 4-14, 30-34, 49-64, col. 4, lines 1-44). 
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Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
Lim in view of Kim et al. to incorporate wherein the second feedback equalizer signal is 
supplied as output from a second feedback loop and is free of the implementation delay 
in order to alleviate the large amount of current that is consumed in order to operate the 
DFE (Kim et al., col. 1, lines 56-63). 

However Lim in combination with Kim et al. do not disclose wherein the output of 
the decision feedback equalizer is common with an input of the decision device. 

However Tsujimoto discloses in (Fig. 2) wherein the output of the decision 
feedback equalizer is common with an input of the decision device (15) (Fig. 1 (7)). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
the inventions of Lim in combination with Kim et al. in view of Tsujimoto to incorporate 
wherein the output of the decision feedback equalizer is common with an input of the 
decision device in order to cancel multipath fading interference without causing 
cancellation of the desired signals and eliminate the noise enhancement problem 
without a training sequence (Tsujimoto, col. 2, lines 5-7). 

3. Claims 2, 3, 10, 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Tsujimoto (US Patent 5,345,476) in view of Kim et al. (US Patent 6,807,229). 

(1) With regard to claim 2, Tsujimoto discloses in (Fig. 2) a decision feedback 
equalizer, comprising: a forward equalizer(12); first and second adders (col. 2, lines 36- 
45); a decision device (15); a feedback equalizer (17) and an N-tap filter, wherein: the 
first and second adders (col. 2, lines 36-45), the decision device and feedback equalizer 
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constitute a first feedback loop (abstract); the second adder, the decision device (15), 
and the N-tap filter constitute a second feedback loop (abstract)and N is a positive 
integer (abstract, col. 6, lines 38-41, 67-68 - col. 7, line 1). 

However Tsujimoto does not disclose the second feedback loop is free of an 
implementation delay associated with the first feedback loop. 

However Kim et al. discloses wherein the second feedback equalizer signal is 
supplied as output from a second feedback loop and is free of the implementation delay 
(col. 3, lines 4-14, 30-34, 49-64, col. 4, lines 1-44). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
Tsujimoto in view of Kim et al. to incorporate wherein the second feedback equalizer 
signal is supplied as output from a second feedback loop and is free of the 
implementation delay in order to alleviate the large amount of current that is consumed 
in order to operate the DFE (Kim et al., col. 1 , lines 56-63). 

(2) With regard to claim 3, claim 3 inherits all the limitations of claim 2. Tsujimoto 
further discloses wherein the N-tap filter is implemented (abstract, col. 5, lines 30-54, 
col. 6, lines 1-4, 38-60, col. 7, lines 3-24). 

(3) With regard to claim 10, see rejection of claim 2. Tsujimoto further discloses 
in (Fig. 2) a decision feedback equalizer, comprising: a forward equalizer (12); a 
decision device (15), filter means for generating a first feedback signal (17) responsive 
to first filter coefficients optimized to process postcursor echoes adjacent to a main 
channel and a second feedback signal (18) responsive to second filter coefficients 
optimized to process all other postcursor echoes; and means for applying the first (12, 
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14, 15, 17) and second (12, 13, 14, 15, 18, 19, 20) feedback signals to thereby control 
the DFE , wherein the number of second filter coefficients is much greater than the 
number of first filter coefficients (abstract, col. 2, lines 28-36, col. 7, lines 3-24). 
(4) With regard to claim 12, see rejection of claims 10 and 2. 

4. Claims 4 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Tsujimoto (US Patent 5,345,476) in view of Kim et al. (US Patent 6,807,229) as applied 
to claims 2,4 and 10, in further view of Lim (US Patent 5,748,674) (cited by applicant). 

(1) With regard to claim 4, claim 4 inherits all the limitations of claim 2. Tsujimoto 
in combination with Kim et al. disclose all the limitations of claim 2. 

However Tsujimoto in combination with Kim et al. do not disclose a digital 
television receiver including the DFE. 

However Lim discloses a digital television receiver including the DFE (col. 2, 
lines 22-29). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
the inventions of Tsujimoto in combination with Kim et al. in view of Lim to incorporate a 
digital television receiver including the DFE in order to allow for the symbol transfer rate 
(symbol/s) of the digital signal to be increased, the need for a high speed feedforward 
filter and feedback filter increases, so that a higher order filter is generally used (Lim, 
col. 2, lines 18-21). 

(2) With regard to claim 1 1 , claim 1 1 inherits all the limitations of claim 10. See 
rejection of claim 4. 
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Conclusion 


5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Cicely Ware whose telephone number is 571-272-3047. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 8-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jay Patel can be reached on 571-272-2988. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 703-872-9314 for 
regular communications and 703-872-9314 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-305- 
3900. 

Cicely Ware 


cqw 

August 2, 2006 



KHAITRAN 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 


